and it has been studied by a number of authors [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] [9] [10] [11] . While this work has resulted in some necessary conditions for the disconjugacy of certain classes of equations, no nontrivial sufficient conditions seem to be known for equations of order For given p, and n >_ 3 (and also :-w r n = 2 and equation (2)) , condition (1) JLS; sharp in the sense that x^ cannot, be
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2 replaced by a. lower power of x.
We note here that, for n = 2,3,4 the non-oscillation of equations (2) It is easy to see that, except for the statement concerning sharpness, Theorem II implies Theorem I. If p <. n and condition (1) holds, the left-hand side of (4) can be made smaller than A by taking ZL large enough. According to Theorem II, no solution of (2) or (3) can then have more than n -1 zeros in (a,co) .
2. If y is a function of class C [0,oo) which has a zero of order k (1 <_ k <. n -1) at x = a and a zero of order n -k at x = b (b > a) , we shall say that y satisfies the boundary conditions U k (y;a,b) =0. It is known [7, 10] that, if (2) (5) is that, in the case of equation (2), n -k is an odd numberŵ hile n -k is even for equation (3) [7, 10] We now consider the integral equation 
The kernel K(x,t) is positive-definite, and the smallest eigenvalue A of (7) is given by . the integral equation (8) G(x,t) = a The integral equation (13) 
p , we thus obtain the inequality (23) 4. This completes the proof of Theorem II. As shown above, the main assertion of Theorem I is a direct consequence of Theorem II.
All that remains to be shown is that equations (2) This argument fails if n = 2 and the equation is of the form (3). However, in this case the equation is trivially nonoscillatory, and there is nothing to prove.
